i)

1

'.and indicdte "high extraverts" spent less time us

P s SRR

DOCUMEST RESGME = < AR

“Ep 090222 ., 1 - L. ' . sP 007 g6t

-"AUTHOR =~ Johnson, James R. ' )
TITLE " ¢ " (The Development and Implementatlcn of a

ce ,%Conpetenrg~ﬂased Teacher Bducation Module.

PGB DATE- . . 172 . SR
NOTE- 18p. -~ S

AVAILABLE FROM  James R.. Johnson, UDlVEISity of ‘Toledo, Cocllege of'

¢

" o

' _EDRS PRICE . HF°$0 75 HC Not Avallable from EDRS. PLUS POSTAGE "
+ DESCRIPTORS - Elementary School Teachers; *Inguiry Training;
SR E *performance Based -Teacker Education; *Preservice
L e . "Bducation
- IDENTIFIERS | MBTI; *Myets Briggs Type ?ndlcator’ QSOS. Questlonlng
N T i strategy Observatzon System:
ABSTRACT - “ v

: : Thls study 1nvest1gates the success of preservice
elepentary social studies teachers in acquiring effective guestioning

skills using. a self-instructional Cozpetency-Based Teacher Education
(CBTE) modele and tests the possible relationship between a teacher
personallty,varlable and ‘a measure of their questloning ability. The
subjects were divided® into two aronps con51st1ng of eight ("high
‘extraverts" and.eight. ®low. ‘extraverts" according to-their
Hyers-Briggs Type Indlcator'scores. The eacher-directed" group’

‘'received a- conventlonal,'lncclass treatment of guestioning behaviors -

for a 3-week period and the "self-directed" group used the CBTE
.module to learn questioning skills. Pach student was required to
conduct a 10-minute mini-lesson utllizlng questioning skills tc
introduce a concept. Using, the Questlonlng Strategies. Observqyion

. System, data collected during the mini-lesson were transformed into
four measures of questlonlng ahillﬂy. Results show no sighificant
differen¢§ between the treatment! groups in theirx gueationlng ability

tge ‘"low extraverts®" but Spent aimost ‘three times as many mlnutes
interacting with the instructor. mLow extraverts" speht a great deal

" of time working on: the CBTE modules but. spent apn 'average of 14
" minutes ‘interacting with the instructor. (Eight tables and a 17-iten
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. In %eéent years -educators have attached a strong priority upon the

need to develop curricula and instructional behaviors tohaécommoaate‘the . S

\ N B

-individual differences found among learners. Prominent among saveral early. .

efforts to deal COhétructively with this matter waé the development of ,’ SR )
- . ' . . . | , A
. . . . “ .. . . - . . y T
‘Individually Prescribed Instruction at the University of Pittsburgh (Research :
} . : : : e TEE = N i
for Better Schools, 1971). The pioneer field work and success of IPI was ) ,"1 SR

2

followed shortly by fhe introduction of individualizéd instructidgn at Nova f T ) -

High?School in Florida. The "Nova" approach‘iﬁvolyed hsinq,LeaﬁnIng Kbti&ity :

‘Packaéeé (Wolfe and S$mith, 1968). ‘A later and somewhat differenﬁ approach

\ ’

to individualized;léarning was suééested by Flanagan (1970).;n his proposal
. ~ ’ B

s . B . ) .y ! t
for Project PLAN (Program for Learning in'Accordance with Needs). These -

'programs attracted widespread interest and attention and initiated alternda- |\

¢ S

. tive approaches for individualizing learning in the schools. -

. ox

Nevertheless, changes in the focus and the geals of‘instrpcfion were

not translated into classroom practice. ,Writing early in 1971, John Goodlad

P oS )
- described teaching that he had recently witnessed in somewhat less than
glowing termsry o o o , - ' - -
s ' Instructioh is characterized:by much' talking”and questioning by )

the tcacher. There is little apparent pedagpg{bal-use of psychological,
principles such as motivation and reinfor¢ement. There is little evi- ¢
S dence of differentiated techniques, timing or content to)recognize .
-?Q\ ' 'individual differences among students5. There is much drilY on specific .
. ) facts with relatively little inductive reasoning designed to denerate -
hunches and hypotheses. Textbooks dominate as the materials of o ,
instruction (Goodlad, 1971, p. 158). ] - .
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. as 1nd1v;duallzlng 1nstruct10n in teachér pneparatlon proqrams " Teacher e

L=
o

il

: ,_ - .. S :
. : . . ) i * . ) ) ) “ / . .'
Good%pd's obsexvation merely reiterated what otherjresearchers such ! ' i
% > . ' : ’ : . . -

. . ’ ‘ ~ .
] . " v < 3
o . — - P

as ‘Bellack and Dxayitz (1963), Smith and Meux (1966), and Flanders (1965) . '
o . . " 24 ) . . — . ~ 4 .
“had previously reported. Thase studies.yefe unanimous in their descriptions

of classroom, interaction patterns._ All testifled to observ;ng extremely oo

high proportlons of teacher talk concomltant with short student resp0nses

©. P

of a low/cognltlve level. Such an atmosphere 1s incompatlble w1th a goal i
Ve . ] . . ‘
providing instructional behaviors varied accordlng to the 1ndlv1dual needs L . S

of students.

i . ' u.v
~ While eduCators concur in their support of the nee«? to prov1de fcg )
. =

1ndrv1dual dlfferences ‘in currlculum and 1nstructlon, 1ey appear to experience

considerable dlfficulty in operat:onﬁﬂlzlng that ‘goal into specif1c 1nstruc- AR f

tzonal<behav1ors;: Swenson (1962) has addressed thls problem angd charges that -\w»: ‘
° . 2 ' . - ., qQ
at least part of the dlsparlty between%theory:and classroom 1mplementation of

' .

'prov1slon for 1nd1v1dual dlfferences must be attrlbuted to the preparation L °

edﬁcators appear cdgnlzaht of and 1nterested 'in the efforts of individualized

&
prov1ded by the colleges of teacher educatlon She wr%tes‘

e ™

"\ 'In the pre-service preparatlon of teachers, the ta@k is doubly : R
‘difficult. Not only is it necessary to set up the goal of indiv;dual- ' .
ization of instruction as a prerequisite to the .instruction of children . il
but those responsible for: the professional educatlon of . teachers mugt '
somehow also practice 1nd1vidualizatlon while’ preparing their students
to pxacthce it. No matter how ‘earnestly they talk amd write about A
1nd1v1dua112at10n, the talking.and the writing will have lqss than K
optlmum effect unless they practice 1nd1v1duallzatlon af learning o
experlcnces in their instruction of’ those who would suhsequently be"
inducted into the teaching professlon (1962, p. 287).
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A review of research on teaching ro{_1nd1v1dual differences as it is . -
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ptacticed in colleges of teacher education.reveals a region of remarkable -
. a .
neglect CAcx curv%ry of the methodology lzterature revealsrfew efforts directed - . ¥
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L ‘ their owr curricula along the lines they uroe uan the public schools.ll
. %
PN Weﬁsgerber (1971) noticed this pattefn aﬁd-pommented' D
N There has been*no wxdespred adoption of 1ndividua§iiation as a T
- " . modus operandi throughout collzge level curricula. This seems :
‘ironic not ohly because of the.leadership role’that colleges and-
Universities are supposed to play, but also because they, . more,than,
any: other. ‘Hectoxr of education, . are being pressed, even challengedk
by their student body tp become releVant and to conéider the dignity
“and worth of the 1ndividual {p. 313) ‘

I

Perhaps equally unsettling is’ the notiqn that few.teacher training 1nst1tut1ons
. appear equipped- of 1mmed1ately de31rous of training preserv1ce teachers "how
‘c’] ]
to 1ndividualize their own 1nstruction in the pubhic schools. Thus one |

LN +

e observes the curious paradox of yeachers being expected to. prov1de for the .

.
t o . f -

.individual differences of students whiie they “have had no instructaon in this

L2
skill and have never experienced a model of 1nd1v1dualized learning in their .

N -~

>
v

. ‘8wn educational preparat,ion°

owevar, efforts are currently under wa& to ©

~ . ) . - . N . ‘l;,

T In several institutions,

develop and implément programs of teacher preﬁaration which incorporate *
| . . R . - , LT, v . 4
. - some aspects of individualizéd teaching and learhing. Curiously, iost

- X e .

: institutions' whi¢h are moving to redress this Anomaly have done so while
deveioping m@dels of competency—based teacher educatlon (CBTE) prograhsl . .
Schools making progress in this direction 1nclude the fOIIOW1ng institutions~:

Brigha@ Young-University (Baird et al., 1971), ‘Weber State University (Burke,'
: . ’ ‘ . . o
19;2), The qniversity;of Toledo (Dickson, 1972), Winthrop College (S.C.)

)
4

K . . L . . . - )
i ~ (McClendon, 1%59) and Southwest Minnes..2 Stat College (Bechtol, 1972Y.

2 oo
: } In each case these colleges have generated modules or learning packagesl

~ -

with behav1oral objectives that represent the terminal skills which each
w .

,pre—service(teacher w1ll possess prior to being certified to teach in the' ‘ ~

b
publicxechools. These modules, then, serve as one mOde of ind1V1dualizing

l.instruction at the college level. -They also serve as a model of at least

-
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(A
¢

cEMC L \_. . . . . . / - —}. l:. ]

TR LTSRS R R e TAY

iy e T L e ey



one stratééy-fof accomqﬁaatingnindividual differences which the teacher S
; o : ' § _ ' : Y . '
‘ shouldlbe ableato‘apply in his classroom'in the phblic'séhools.

‘ '

- As one mlght%antlclpatﬁ, little research has been dpne to évaluate the

effect1veness bf CBTE packages as an 1nstructlona1 alternatlve ~In only,
" . v " . ¢
. several instanceg have studies been /jsompleted which compare the performance
o : ‘ o ) . 0T h 3

over ‘the, same.objectives of students who have utilized CBTE packages and’ Cae
. those who have received'more,;conventional4in4q;ass treatmgnts. These | | ;' ’ 7
writers felt such an jnvestigation‘mfbht.prove both useful apq.interésting. o a e

DEVELOPMENT' OF THE CBTE MODULE . '
* ! - ‘ ) * ’ ' . . ) ’. i v’ .

Py

Por the purposes of - ‘the lnvest;gatlon the wrlters deve}opéd a se1f~ ) ) "

T . .

1nstructlonal module de51gned to 3551st students ir "“"The Acqu151tlon of
5 Lk

'Questioninq skills.". The module utlllzed an 1nd1viduallzed iormat descrlbed
by frueblood (1971) In this mode of instruction the stﬁdent(is*prbvided in .-
1 . )

P

{ 4 the package WLth‘a list of behav1orally-stated termlnal objectives. The .

o
) . i

student is also prov1ded with a blbliography of medla, educatlonal materlals”

- - e 47 C . ~ "

" and experlences which should dssgist hlm in attalning the desired termlnal*
) . .,l »

" pexformance. He is free to select from the bibliogrébﬁ§ thdse materiéls or

- [

experiences whlch he believes w11£/be of most benefltiln enabliny hlm to

meet the objectives. Stuaents are also free to locate their own materlals

or td seek teacher tutorial assistance. - The student- is also provided with. - f_ P

pretests and posttests for each behavioral objective.: . R
. N : . . N v . . . -
. : . o . . ’ -
. ¢ The CBTE :module utilizgd in this study had as. its prime behavioral ),
) ;‘, -. . / v M . N
. objective the requirement that’each student conduct a ten minute mini-lesson- *
T . N s L ' oot ' N

in which he uﬁ}lized'questioning skills €o 'introduce a concept. The lesson,

which was presented as both pre-'and~§osttesté, was observed and recorded .

-

h ; ' .: ’ . ' 1 -. . ’ .0 ' ‘4, . B /) (
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. by an observer trained in the use of % 1e Qu'e‘st'\'LOninQ Strategies Obs&vatioh )
,System.(QSOSI (pavis and‘Morse, 197Qf1 ,“'“_" ‘ c S oo

"
“ua

,contrast\group. The experlmental Jgroup functloned relatlvely 1ndependent

! o : /\ . ) ' . . .
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v THE PURPOSE AN;]DESIGN OF THE STUDY

e

The purpose,of thls study was to investigate the success of pre—serv1ce

TIPS, SURY n
Sapan T I e SN

.'\" N
'elementary social studies teachers in.acquirlng‘effectlve questioning skills -

’ 4
~

us;ng a self~1nstruttlonal CBTE module. A ‘further concern of the study was

to test the po=s1ble relatlonshlp between a tﬂacher personallty varlable

’ L]

. - : i
and measures‘oflthelr questmonlng ab;llty.' R A ) . )%

©. The inﬁe t1gatlon compared two methods of téachlng questlonlng skllls.
]

0 RS Tah ¥ AT

v b e i
‘to pra—serv1ce teachers. The students wHich compr ised the sample (nn32) b
» = . R - 5 v . :
1n the experiment were enrolled durlng the wi nter Term in one section: of g

| | (e
“Elementary Educatlon 433 at The PennSylvanla State Unlver51ty . : . ﬁ
h I ) e .- . ' ' . }

g W

Przor“to the study the Myers-Brlggs Type JIndicator (MBTI) {Briggs and .

Myers, 1962) was adminlstered to all subjects. The 1nstrument y1elded four

- -~

measures of personality data Ut11121ng the scores reflectlng."extraverslon °,
leéel" the subJects were randomly assigned by level to two treatment groups.

As a consequence each treatment group was composed ‘of 81ght subgects
@y .
1dent1f1ed as "hlgh extraVerts" and eight subjects who were classified -as’
) ’ 'h'\
"low extrayerts" ‘according to th81r MBTI scores.. \ o

.
R A K e

.

. .
R et

N

%
.

One group, identlfied in the study aS‘"teacher-directed," receiﬁed a

conventlonal/ n~clasé treatment of qu»urlonlng behav1ors for a three—waek .
. 1 .

period, The experimental group, 1dentifled as. "self dlrected“" %perated a

outside the conventionalrclassroom sett1ng and proceeded to, learn questloning .

» _ & , 3 LT '

- .

skllls Uslng the CBTE module whlch covered the same obJectlves as the

T e e s

~ :

=

. ! - ) . .
of teacher influence. . s - L o T e .o <
. ’ ' L L . ’ - ’ . Y o
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, The data cullecLud daring tlic minilessons using the QSOS was-transformed Y
- N . 1 .
N § ' , :

) lnro four measures of questzonlng‘ablllty The four measures wera "question S

. . - . * o "‘./

quantlty," "cognltlve quallty,"'"cognltlve quantlty," and "tactical versatillty "

. )

. [

i “Qitestion" quantxty Supleed a~51mple index of questlon frequency.\A"CognfEIVe
3 quality" provided'evidenCe § latxng td\the frequency of high cognitzve .

“Cognltrve quantity" prov;ded an‘indlcation Qf

questions asked by a tea

-

" the proportion of. cognitive questions a teacher asked. The "tactlcal .
- oD ' N . . ) . e . . ) ' g ’
versatility" measure indicated the number of different kinds of questions ¢ . X
T, ) o . R ) o : o
. utilized by the teaclier. o - ki . R ’ . @
. . . L & * . g > - 4 ‘!
. *" ° . RESULES - v '
h .8
B . . v ) . . 1t ) ) . i_
Research hypotheses 'were established around the four questioping indibes ] i f?
. ‘. : . . \ 4 .o ’ [ '§
" yielded by the osos. The data\were treated us1ng analysls of varlance in - . ' :
» , . A . N ,(
‘a treatment—by ~levels deslgnﬂ' The data analysls lndlcagfd no slgnlficant‘., . 2
B AR o~ 2, Ve . R . E‘
’ - I : A . iy
dlf‘erence between the treatment groups in thelr questlonlng ablllty as ot v . ;f
. reflected in the four 1nd1ces ylelded by the QSOS. As a result the data ' k& %
° ‘ 'y " . T il
ana&ysls lndlcated no support for the hypotheses tha% students usxng a CBTE - - '?
" module during a three*week period could demonstrate sxgnlflcantly dlfferent o T =§
.~ - A s
’ o . " : - ¥
_questlonlng behaviors in a mlﬁllesson than students who had experlenced an B
‘ . L - F
¢in class, "teacher—dlrected" treatment. The sumnary tables ‘of gain score i 3
data is presented for eath of the questioning indices in Tables 1, 2, 3,-and i
B ) . A ' ‘ e B AR |
4.,‘ B ’ 1 ) . ) - Q
! ' - s ? e 'f,";
- . , X o ™ ) i ) .‘:1
Ay S A ] e
, ] , o A . - : . < E
A e - Ingert Tabdes.l, 2, 3 and 4 Hexe t¥
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QUESTION QUANTI'LY: .
. ANALYSLS OF VARIANCE °
N -\
Sogrcé,SE D/F - . Sum of :- 'Me5n _F-Ratio,
Variation . Squares <« _ Square- . oL i
: Y4 o ; ' . : . '
. \ L - .
"Extraversion 1 : 36.13- .36.13  © 0.327 .- : ,/
7% Treatment . 1 178.13 78.13 0.708
" Interaction 1. . 220.50 " 220. 50. 21,9997 ol
o ' ; - L L ;
> Ertor . 28. 3088.75 ., 110.31 . ¢ a
! ) ] s o ! .‘ -~ > . . i
Total 31 342375 . !
v - . )
. § N “ '
- \ . / - .
" 1 7 ' ALY
Tablei 2 ) .
COGRITIVE QUALITY: . f
‘ ./ ANALYSIS qF VARIANCE, i .
o ! \ FA B
N : ] [ ,
Source of D/F . Sum of . Mean F Ratios
variation ‘ Squares Square ‘
Extraversion 1 - \ ' 0.1861 0.1861 0.003 )
Treatment 1 _«/:> " 9.9013 ©.9.9013 0.180 ¢ o
Interaction i " 21.8791 21.8791 " 0.397 R
* Erfor ' 26 1543.4386 . 55.1728 R
. . ) ; ‘ i = T, :
—-  Total o3 1575.4051 5. N oo ;
- 1 ‘ ¥ .* . _ . !"
i y : S '
* / a ! ! 7 .
LY i o , . -
f! /
§ - o /
. / . // ‘
. [, - ‘ ) . / 3l
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. ey _ COGN{TIVE QUANTIYY: ‘
. ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE .

_qurbe_of
Variation

_'.,_D/F ’ .‘ ) Sum of
' . Squares a

Mean
1
. Square

Extrdversion

reatment

* Interaction

1 ' -\348.480 .
1 2.761° 7,761

1 149.645

348,a$d¢~(

Interaction

Error ..

—t

Total

. . ' 4
L . 0.03125 | 6.03125"

2.

28" 151.87500 . ' 5.42411

15271875

'\ | ]

149.645 -+ 0.542
o . - _'\; ) * . o
Error 28 - 7737.322 276.333 :
Téral . 31 §238.219 | o
i \ : . ) © S
P
¥ - 7 .Table 4
/o . : v
. TACTICAL VERSAILLyTY:/ :
: {  ANALYSIS OF VARIANGE .. g
. . R . ’ . : N [N / [}
N C.T;‘ (A : o " )
Source of * /Y. Sumiof " Mean F Ratio
Variation o - Squares | Square : -
Extraversion 1Y 0078125 | 0.78125 0. 144
" Treatment 1o 0.93125. " 0.03125 = 0.006
R : ' P

N
-
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An investiqation of gains on each of ]he%four indices of questioning N y?
- ) N "\4‘ .

abillty for tht«entire group failed to teflect significant diffeténces in’
learning which oould be attrjbutéd to treatment effects, except ia{the
. d¢ase of tho 1Factical versatility"xmeasute. These results are presented in .. I

P L - . t

‘ Taﬂws./ o . - o C& : ) L AR

N An 1nVestigat1on of "exttavers on leveL"'hs a factor did-not reveal RO RE L

\ 2, .
[

significant differences betwée the groups on any of the questxoning in- 5
C-d

N "dices. No intetactiona were. p esent between troatment group asszgnment S ;
‘ R o - . , . L . } ‘ R : ,‘ ° i
Coaee . c . et e R

and "exttaversion-level L ] S . R co,
*» [y N ° . B .

Sevex41 anc: llary questions were invastigated in. addition to the reseatch
. & . -

hypotheses. These ‘questions wete directly related to package usage within. ‘3f.1;"y L

- . k]

the expetimental tteatment group An examination of the relationship o _:” f,:'> co

between the amount of ‘time spent using the package and gain,scores in ’ ‘
— 1“' % - 'é. . ’.t -
questioning'ability led to a significant.cottelation with_"tactical versatility”

scores but- with goneiof-the other three measutes'ot questioning ability;_

) . .. . S .\) ":
{See Table 6.) An 1nvestlgation of ‘the’. relationship befween.the amount of o R

» & . Ty

‘Insert TabYe & Here .

‘.' | | o A': ' o . - ,()

time spent interacting with the’ instructor and the four gain scores in - ‘k ' o

. - : ’ v o ° : o i

questioninézability¢yielded_no significant correldtions. (SeeﬂTable 7 ) ‘ A 'i
Lo . . Se r . . . R . - Lo . . -




ﬂ_s\

3 - . , R A '
. . c " . . [.‘ﬂ :
L o - * xf
) . . ) 3, . . —
¢ —\” 1’. v T .
) TN - . ‘ ' N
.“7% 2 ' - » ) ‘Nw
. o T
. Thble 5 g
A.‘,“r—d,- - . ) ' @ . . o
. - o - . I : k‘\ " St R
" THE t-TEST FOR GRAND MEAN GAIN , P S
. ~SCORES OF-QUESTIONING MEASURES - T ee—
'\\ _‘ . ‘ - T »‘ﬂ }‘ H— \
. » . ] | f - - ) ' ;,J . - ‘. ) . .
Measute L ,u‘ﬂ‘ . .Mean -~ D,F, - Obtained @ Tabled \
- . . ' ( ’ LA ’ ' ' t velue :
) = . e .05 -level
. ~Q\;estion ¢ e . ’ a P |
Quantity 32 . 2.625000 . . 28 1.4136 2,048 . -
. R Lo T . W A, i
Cognitive - o ) . o ° . :
Quality- 32 ..1.375625. . 28 11,0489 .2.048 °
Cognitfve\ ‘ - . v " . . " ¥y .
_Quantity 32°.  -1.268749 - 28- -/eo.&317- 2,048 °
. R . \:. N B B ’ & ' Tl ’ <y .
~Tactical : - . R a ‘
Versatility 32 1.093750 = 28 . _ 2.6561 2,048
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